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P was an investor in a partnership involved in tax
shelter litigation in this Court. 1In 1985, P entered
into settlenment agreenents with R, pursuant to which P
coul d not deduct |osses in excess of paynments he had
made to or on behalf of the partnership for taxable
years before 1980 or after 1982. In 1999, after the
partnership litigation concluded, R assessed additional
i ncone tax and accrued interest for P s taxable year
1983 attributable to P s involvenent in the
partnership. P filed a claimfor abatenment of the
interest. During P s correspondence conference with R
P provided to R a copy of the settlenent agreenents and
argued that he had settled the taxable year 1983. R
refused to consider the content or effect of the
settlenment agreenents and denied P s request for
abatenment of interest. P then filed a petition with
this Court, appealing R s determnation. After Rfiled
an answer to the petition, R decided that P was
entitled to a full abatenment of interest for the
taxabl e year 1983. P then filed a notion with this
Court for reasonable litigation costs.



Hel d: The settl enent agreenents constituted
bi ndi ng agreenments between P and R, settled all taxable
years after 1982 with respect to the partnership; and
converted the partnership itens into nonpartnership
itens, giving R1 year in which to assess any incone
tax liabilities for taxable years included under the
settl enment agreenents’ terns. Held, further, R
del ayed in performng the mnisterial act of assessing
Ps 1983 tax liability. Held further, R s position in
t he answer was not substantially justified.

Held: Pis entitled to an award of reasonabl e
[itigation costs.

Thomas Corson, pro se.

Matthew J. Bailie, for respondent.

OPI NI ON

MARVEL, Judge: This case is before the Court on
petitioner’s notion for reasonable litigation costs filed
pursuant to section 7430 and Rule 231. Unl ess otherw se
indicated, all section references are to the Internal Revenue
Code in effect at the time petitioner filed the petition, and al
Rul e references are to the Tax Court Rules of Practice and
Procedure. Petitioner resided in Saratoga, California, when his
petition in this case was filed.

On Decenber 12, 2003, we filed the parties’ stipulation of
settled issues,! and petitioner’s notion for reasonable

litigation costs. On February 11, 2004, we filed respondent’s

1On Cct. 28, 2003, we entered the parties’ stipulated
decision. Then, on Dec. 1, 2003, we filed petitioner’s notion to
vacate the decision. On Dec. 12, 2003, we granted petitioner’s
notion to vacate and filed the decision docunent as a stipulation
of settled issues.
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response to petitioner’s notion. On March 15, 2004, we filed an
additional affidavit of petitioner pursuant to Rule 232(d), and
on March 25, 2004, we filed petitioner’s reply to respondent’s
response.

On February 19, 2004, in petitioner’s notion for |eave to
file areply, petitioner requested that we schedule a hearing
only if a relevant fact were in dispute. W have concl uded,
however, that a hearing on this matter is not necessary. See
Rul e 232(a)(2). In disposing of this notion, we rely on the
parties’ filings and attached exhibits.

Backgr ound

During the 1980s, petitioner was an investor in Boulder Ol
and Gas Associ ates (Boul der), a partnership involved in the
El ektra Hem sphere tax shelter litigation in this Court (the
partnership litigation).2 1In 1985, petitioner signed Forns 906,
Cl osi ng Agreenment on Final Determ nation Covering Specific
Matters, for the taxable years 1980 and 1982 (settl enent
agreenents). The settlenent agreenents provided that, for
taxabl e years before 1980 or after 1982, petitioner could not
deduct | osses in excess of paynents he had nade to or on behal f
of the partnership. Wen petitioner executed the settl enent

agreenents, his taxable year 1981 renai ned open as a result of

2See Krause v. Conmi ssioner, 99 T.C 132 (1992), affd. sub
nom Hildebrand v. Comm ssioner, 28 F.3d 1024 (10th G r. 1994).




the partnership litigation.

After the partnership litigation concluded, in a letter
dat ed Septenber 14, 1999, respondent explained to petitioner that
respondent had adjusted petitioner’s 1983 incone tax return as
described in an encl osed Form 4549A-CG | nconme Tax Exam nation
Changes. The Form 4549A-CG i ndi cated that petitioner owed
addi tional inconme tax for 1983 attributable to his involvenent in
Boul der in the anpbunt of $766 and interest in the anount of
$2,523.04.° On Novenber 29, 1999, respondent assessed the
addi tional inconme tax and accrued interest.

Believing that he had settled all taxable years other than
1981 when he signed the settlement agreenents, petitioner first
attenpted to resolve the matter with the Taxpayer Advocate’s
O fice in January 2000. Then, on August 31, 2000, petitioner
submtted to respondent a Form 843, Claimfor Refund and Request
for Abatenent, requesting an abatenment of interest for the
taxabl e year 1983. In a letter to Appeals Oficer Paul Sivick
dated July 31, 2001 (July 31 letter), petitioner argued that he
had settled all taxable years other than 1981. As evidence,
petitioner attached copies of the settlenent agreenents.

In a letter dated Septenber 18, 2001, Appeals O ficer Sivick
addressed the argunents in petitioner’s July 31 letter.

Responding to petitioner’s argunment that he had settled al

3The interest was conputed to Cct. 9, 1999.
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t axabl e years other than 1981, Appeals Oficer Sivick stated:
“Your desire and belief are not the relevant factors considered
under the law in abatenent of interest cases. Therefore, | would
not consider this argunent to have any nerit for purposes of a
request for abatenment of interest.” Appeals Oficer Sivick did
not address the content or effect of the settlenent agreenents.
In closing, Appeals Oficer Sivick gave petitioner until Cctober
17, 2001, to continue to present argunents.

In a notice of final determ nation dated July 26, 2002,
respondent denied petitioner’s request for an abatenent of
interest. Respondent expl ained the denial of petitioner’s
request as follows: “W did not find any errors or delays on our
part that nerit the abatenent of interest in our review of
avai |l abl e records and other information for the period from Apri
15, 1984 to Cctober 9, 1995.”

On January 21, 2003, petitioner filed a petition with this
Court pursuant to section 6404(h) and Rul e 280 seeki ng revi ew of
respondent’s refusal to abate interest under section 6404(e). In
his petition, petitioner primarily contended that, pursuant to
section 6231(b)(1)(C), when the parties executed the settlenent
agreenents, partnership itens converted to nonpartnership itens;
the conversion to nonpartnership itenms triggered the 1-year
statutory limtations period on assessnent contained in section

6229(f) (section 6229(f) assessnent period); respondent failed to
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assess petitioner’s 1983 tax liability during the section 6229(f)
assessnment period; and respondent’s delay in making his demand
for paynent was caused by respondent’s error or delay in
performng a mnisterial or managerial act. In nmaking the
section 6229(f) assessnent period argunent in his petition,

petitioner relied on Crnkovich v. United States, 41 Fed. C. 168

(1998), affd. per curiam 202 F.3d 1325 (Fed. Cr. 2000).

On March 7, 2003, respondent filed an answer to the
petition. 1In the answer, respondent maintained that his
determ nation not to abate interest pursuant to section 6404 was
not an abuse of discretion and that the interest for the taxable
year 1983 was tinely assessed. Subsequently, the parties reached
a settlenent, under which petitioner was entitled to a ful
abatenent of interest for the taxable year 1983.

From the preparation of the petition through the settl enent
of the case, Stephen Benda served as petitioner’s attorney. On
January 11, 2003, petitioner had his first neeting with M.
Benda. Petitioner and M. Benda had a fee arrangenent of $250
per hour. Petitioner now seeks litigation costs in the anmount of

$2,676. 32. ¢

“'n his notion for reasonable litigation costs filed on Dec.
12, 2003 (the notion), petitioner asked that we award litigation
costs in the amount of $2,536.32. Wen petitioner filed his
reply on Mar. 25, 2004, petitioner requested an additional $140
of litigation costs, part of which he had incurred since filing
the notion. After examning petitioner’s attorney’ s additional
(continued. . .)
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Di scussi on

Section 7430(a) authorizes the award of reasonable
litigation costs to the prevailing party in court proceedi ngs
brought by or against the United States in connection with the
determ nation of incone tax. |In addition to being the prevailing
party, in order to receive an award of reasonable litigation
costs, a taxpayer nust exhaust adm nistrative renmedi es and not
unreasonably protract the court proceeding. Sec. 7430(b) (1),

(3). Unless the taxpayer satisfies all of the section 7430

requi renents, we do not award costs. M nahan v. Conm ssioner, 88

T.C. 492, 497 (1987).

Section 7430(c)(4)(A) and (B)(i) provides that a taxpayer is
a prevailing party if (1) the taxpayer substantially prevailed
W th respect to the anount in controversy or the nost significant
i ssue or set of issues, (2) the taxpayer neets the net worth
requi renents of 28 U S. C. section 2412(d)(2)(B) (2000), and (3)
the Comm ssioner’s position in the court proceedi ng was not
substantially justified. See also sec. 301.7430-5(a), Proced. &

Adm n. Regs. Although the taxpayer has the burden of proving

4(C...continued)

affidavit filed pursuant to Rule 232(d) and the attached detail ed
summary of costs, we conclude that the court costs and “fees paid
or incurred for the services of attorneys in connection with the
court proceeding” totaled $2,676.32. See sec. 7430(c)(1); see

al so Sokol v. Conm ssioner, 92 T.C. 760, 767 n.12 (1989) (“The
costs incurred in seeking an award of litigation costs nay be
included in the award.”).
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that the taxpayer neets requirenents (1) and (2), supra, the
Comm ssi oner must show that the Comm ssioner’s position was
substantially justified. See sec. 7430(c)(4)(B)(i); Rule 232(e).

Respondent concedes that petitioner did not unreasonably
protract the court proceeding and that petitioner neets the net
worth requirenent of 28 U S.C. section 2412(d)(2)(B). In
addi tion, respondent does not dispute that petitioner
substantially prevailed with respect to the anmount in
controversy. Respondent alleges, however, that respondent’s
position was substantially justified, that petitioner did not
exhaust the admi nistrative renmedies available to him and that
the costs petitioner clains are unreasonable.

A. \Whet her Respondent’'s Position WAs Substantially Justified

For purposes of deciding a notion for reasonable litigation
costs, section 7430(c)(7)(A) defines the Conm ssioner’s
“position” as the position taken in the court proceeding. In the
present case, respondent took a position when respondent filed an

answer to petitioner’s petition. See Huffman v. Conm ssioner,

978 F.2d 1139, 1148 (9th Cr. 1992), affg. in part, revg. in part

and remanding T.C. Meno. 1991-144; Maggie Mint. Co. V.

Conm ssioner, 108 T.C 430, 442 (1997).

The Comm ssioner’s position is substantially justified if it
has a reasonable basis in both fact and law and is justified to a

degree that could satisfy a reasonable person. Huffnan v.
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Conm ssi oner, supra at 1147 n.8 (citing Pierce v. Underwood, 487

U.S. 552, 565 (1988)); Rosario v. Comm ssioner, T.C. Mno. 2002-

247; sec. 301.7430-5(c)(1), Proced. & Adm n. Regs. In deciding
whet her the Comm ssioner’s position was substantially justified,
a significant factor is whether, on or before the date the
Comm ssi oner assumed the position, the taxpayer provided “al
relevant information under the taxpayer’s control and rel evant

| egal argunents supporting the taxpayer’s position to the
appropriate Internal Revenue Service personnel.”® Sec. 301.7430-
5(c)(1), Proced. & Adm n. Regs.

1. Section 6404(e)(1)5

Under section 6404(e)(1), the Comm ssioner may abate part or
all of an assessnent of interest on any deficiency or paynent of
income tax to the extent that any error or delay in paynent is

attributable to erroneous or dilatory performance of a

“Appropriate Internal Revenue Service personnel” are those
enpl oyees who are reviewi ng the taxpayer’s information or
argunments, or enployees who, in the normal course of procedure
and adm ni stration, would transfer the information or argunents
to the reviewi ng enpl oyees. Sec. 301.7430-5(c)(1), Proced. &
Adm n. Regs.

5To the extent that petitioner’s allegations in the present
case are based on sec. 6404(a)(2) and are in the nature of a
claimfor abatenent that is prohibited by sec. 6404(b), we do not
consider themin deciding whether respondent’s position with
respect to petitioner’s petition for abatenment of interest under
sec. 6404(e) was substantially justified. See sec. 6404(b);
Urbano v. Conmi ssioner, 122 T.C. 384, 395 (2004); Kosbar v.
Comm ssioner, T.C Meno. 2003-190.
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mnisterial act by an officer or enployee of the IRS. 7 A
m ni sterial act neans a procedural or nmechanical act that does
not involve the exercise of judgnment or discretion and occurs
during the processing of a taxpayer’s case after all the
prerequisites to the act, such as conferences and review by

supervi sors, have taken place. See Lee v. Comm ssioner, 113 T.C

145 (1999); sec. 301.6404-2T(b)(1), Tenporary Proced. & Adm n.
Regs., 52 Fed. Reg. 30163 (Aug. 13, 1987).8% 1In contrast, a
deci sion concerning the proper application of Federal tax |aw, or
ot her applicable Federal or State laws, is not a mnisterial act.
See sec. 301.6404-2T(b)(1), Tenporary Proced. & Adm n. Regs.,
supra.

In the legislative history of section 6404(e), Congress

observed that “issuing either a statutory notice of deficiency or

'Sec. 6404(e) was anended by the Taxpayer Bill of Rights 2,
Pub. L. 104-168, sec. 301(a)(1) and (2), 110 Stat. 1457 (1996),
to permt the Comm ssioner to abate interest with respect to an
“unreasonabl e” error or delay resulting from *“managerial” or
m ni sterial acts. The amendnent applies to interest accruing
W th respect to deficiencies for taxable years beginning after
July 30, 1996, and is inapplicable to the instant case.

8The final regul ations under sec. 6404 were issued on Dec.
18, 1998, and generally apply to interest accruing with respect
to deficiencies or paynents of tax described in sec. 6212(a) for
t axabl e years beginning after July 30, 1996. See sec. 301. 6404-
2(d)(1), Proced. & Adm n. Regs. As a result, sec. 301.6404- 2T,
Tenporary Proced. & Adm n. Regs., 52 Fed. Reg. 30163 (Aug. 13,
1987), applies and is effective for interest accruing with
respect to deficiencies for those taxable years beginning after
Dec. 31, 1978, but before July 30, 1996. See sec. 301.6404-2(c),
Proced. & Adm n. Regs.
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notice and demand for paynent(® after all procedural and
substantive prelimnaries have been conpleted” is a mnisterial
act. H Rept. 99-426, at 844 (1985), 1986-3 C.B. (Vol. 2) 1,
844; S. Rept. 99-313, at 208 (1986), 1986-3 C.B. (Vol. 3) 1, 208.
Congress further provided that “a mnisterial act is a procedural
action * * *  For exanple, a delay in the issuance of a
statutory notice of deficiency after the IRS and the taxpayer
have conpleted efforts to resolve the matter could be grounds for
abatenent of interest.” S. Rept. 99-313, supra at 209, 1986-3
C.B. (Vol. 3) at 209; see also H Rept. 99-426, supra at 845,
1986-3 C.B. (Vol. 2) at 845.

Simlar to the issuance of either a notice of deficiency or
a notice and demand for paynent, the assessnent of tax is a
procedural action that does not require the use of judgment or

di scretion. In Fruit of the Loom Inc. v. Comm ssioner, T.C

Meno. 1994-492, affd. 72 F.3d 1338 (7th Gr. 1996), we observed
that “Assessnment is the mnisterial act of recording a taxpayer’s
Federal tax liability in the office of the District Director.”

Additionally, in Phillips v. Comm ssioner, 106 T.C. 176, 179-180

°Sec. 6303(a) provides in part:

Where it is not otherwi se provided by this title, the
Secretary shall, as soon as practicable, and wthin 60
days, after the nmaking of an assessnent of a tax
pursuant to section 6203, give notice to each person
liable for the unpaid tax, stating the anount and
demandi ng paynent thereof. * * *
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(1996), we stated that the “assessnent of additional taxes shown
on an anended return is routine IRS procedure. * * * To ascribe
to this essentially mnisterial act the sanme binding effect as a
consi dered judgnent would nmake |ittle sense as a practical
matter.”

2. The Parties’' Contentions

In arguing that respondent’s position was not substantially
justified, petitioner contends that respondent did not have a
reasonabl e basis in fact and |law for the position that there were
no delays in the performance of mnisterial acts. |In particular,
petitioner alleges that respondent delayed in performng the
m ni sterial acts of assessing petitioner’s 1983 tax liability and
i ssuing notice and demand for paynent. According to petitioner,
the ternms of the settlenent agreenents clearly included the
t axabl e year 1983 and di sal |l owed petitioner’s deductions of
partnership | osses in excess of paynents he had nmade to or on
behal f of the partnership. Once petitioner and respondent
entered into the settlenent agreenents, petitioner argues: “al
that remai ned was for Respondent to enforce the agreenent
according to its ternms, a mnisterial act requiring no
di scretion.”

In contrast, respondent disputes that there was a delay in
assessnent that woul d reasonably warrant an abatenent of

interest. According to respondent, the anmount of tine that
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el apsed before respondent made an assessnent was attributable to
the partnership litigation, and petitioner’s 1983 tax liability
was assessed within 1 year of the partnership litigation's

concl usi on pursuant to section 6229(d). G ting Beagles v.

Commi ssioner, T.C. Menp. 2003-67, respondent further contends

that (1) the nere passage of tinme during the litigation phase of
a tax dispute does not establish a delay in performng a

m ni sterial act, and (2) decisions on howto proceed during the
litigation phase require the exercise of judgnent and are not

m ni sterial acts.

3. Reasonabl eness of Respondent’s Position

Al t hough we agree with respondent that decisions on howto
proceed during litigation are not mnisterial acts, see id.,
petitioner’s taxable year 1983 was not involved in the
partnership litigation. To the contrary, in 1985, petitioner
signed settlenent agreenents, the terns of which settled al
taxabl e years after 1982 with respect to Boulder. The settlenent
agreenents constituted binding agreenents between petitioner and
respondent. See sec. 6224(c)(1l). The legal effect of the
settl enment agreenents was that the partnership itens converted to
nonpartnership itens, and respondent had 1 year in which to
assess any incone tax liabilities for taxable years included
under the settlenent agreenents’ terns. See secs. 6229(f),

6231(b)(1)(C) . Respondent, however, did not assess petitioner’s
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1983 tax liability until the partnership litigation concluded in
1999, even though the settlenent agreenents were not based on the
out cone of the partnership litigation.

Under the circunstances, respondent’s position that there
were no delays in the performance of a mnisterial act |acked a
reasonabl e basis in both fact and |l aw. Considering the
explicitness of the settlenent agreenents and the absence of
petitioner’s taxable year 1983 fromthe partnership litigation,
there is no reasonabl e expl anation for respondent’s delay in
performng the mnisterial act of assessnent. |f Appeals Oficer
Sivick had consulted the Internal Revenue Manual, the section
pertaining to “Agreenent Forns” for the settlenent of tax shelter
cases woul d have infornmed himof the follow ng:

Cl osi ng agreenents should be avoided in settlenents

when subsequent years are TEFRA. On the date they are

executed by the Service these agreenents convert

partnership itens to nonpartnership itens for the

future years involved, triggering a one year assessnent

period under |I.R C. Section 6229(f) for those years.
See 4 Adm nistration, Internal Revenue Manual (CCH), sec.
8.3.1.2.4, at 27,134 (Apr. 13, 1998). Furthernore, the record
contains no evidence that any significant aspect of the delay was
attributable to petitioner. See S. Rept. 99-313, supra at 208,
1986-3 C.B. (Vol. 3) at 208.

The record also indicates that petitioner appropriately

provided all relevant information under his control and al

rel evant | egal argunents supporting his position. See sec.
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301.7430-5(c)(1), Proced. & Adm n. Regs. In the July 31 letter,
approximately a year and a half before respondent filed the
answer, petitioner alerted respondent to the possibility of an
error or delay in the assessnment of his 1983 tax liability.
Petitioner argued that he had settled the taxable year 1983, and
petitioner enclosed copies of the settlenent agreenents.
Respondent does not dispute receiving the July 31 letter or
copies of the settlenent agreenents. Instead of considering the
effect of the settlenment agreenents on petitioner’s 1983 tax
l[iability and consulting the Internal Revenue Manual, respondent
brushed off petitioner’s settlenent argunent as petitioner’s
irrelevant “belief”.

At the tinme of the exchange with respondent regarding the
July 31 letter, petitioner was not represented by counsel, and
the record contains no evidence that petitioner had any | egal
expertise. Neverthel ess, petitioner provided respondent with the
factual information respondent needed to verify that respondent
del ayed assessing petitioner’s 1983 interest liability.
Petitioner was entitled to expect that respondent would give due
consideration to petitioner’s clains.

4. Concl usion

Respondent has not established that the position in the

I'n a letter dated June 18, 2001, Appeals O ficer Sivick
provided to petitioner a “Review of the Law and rel ated
material”. The review contained references to secs. 6224(c) and
6229(a) and (b) but did not nmention secs. 6229(f) or 6231(b).
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answer was substantially justified. Consequently, we concl ude
that petitioner is the prevailing party.

B. Exhausti on of Admi nistrative Renedi es

Section 7430(b) (1) provides in part: “A judgnent for
reasonable litigation costs shall not be awarded under subsection
(a) in any court proceeding unless the court determ nes that the
prevailing party has exhausted the adm nistrative renedies
avai l able to such party wwthin the Internal Revenue Service.” In
general, in order to exhaust adm nistrative renedies, the
t axpayer or the taxpayer’s qualified representative nust
participate in an Appeals Ofice conference. Sec. 301.7430-
1(b)(1)(i), Proced. & Admin. Regs. “Participation” in an Appeals
O fice conference is defined as “[disclosure] to the Appeal s
office [of] all relevant information regarding the party’ s tax
matter to the extent such information and its rel evance were
known or shoul d have been known to the party or qualified
representative at the time of such conference.” Sec. 301.7430-
1(b)(2), Proced. & Adm n. Regs.

The docunents in the record indicate that the parties
conducted petitioner’s conference through oral and witten
correspondence and that the conference began in July 2001 and
ended on October 17, 2001. During this period, in the July 31
letter, petitioner argued that he had settled the taxable year

1983, and petitioner attached copies of the settlenent
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agreenents. In responding to petitioner’s argunment, Appeals
Oficer Sivick did not address the content of the settlenent
agreenents or their possible effect on petitioner’s 1983 taxable
year. |Indeed, the substance of Appeals Oficer Sivick’s response
suggests that he was unaware of the settlenment agreenents’
rel evance to petitioner’s tax matter.

Overall, petitioner nmade a reasonable and good-faith effort
to disclose to Appeals Oficer Sivick all relevant information in
the context and devel opnent of the case at the tine of the

conference. See Allen v. Conm ssioner, T.C. Mnp. 2002-302.

Accordingly, we conclude that petitioner exhausted the
adm ni strative renedi es available to him

C. Reasonabl eness of Costs O ai ned

Section 7430(c) (1) defines reasonable litigation costs to
i ncl ude, anong ot her things, reasonable court costs and
reasonabl e fees paid or incurred for the services of attorneys in
connection with the court proceeding (attorney’'s fees).
Attorney’'s fees are limted by statute and adjusted for cost of
living. Sec. 7430(c)(1)(B)(iii) (and flush I anguage). For
purposes of this notion, the statutory rate for attorney’ s fees
is $150 per hour. See Rev. Proc. 2002-70, 2002-2 C.B. 845, 850.
A taxpayer may recover attorney’'s fees in excess of the statutory
limt in the presence of one or nore of the follow ng speci al

factors: (1) Limted availability of qualified attorneys for the
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proceeding, (2) difficulty of the issues presented in the case,
or (3) local availability of tax expertise. Sec.
7430(c) (1) (B)(iii).

Respondent contends that the costs petitioner clains are
unr easonabl e, because the $250 per hour fee arrangenent between
petitioner and M. Benda exceeds the statutory limt, and
petitioner has not shown that any of the three special factors
applies. On the other hand, petitioner asserts that this case
i nvol ves an uncommon and difficult issue, which entitles himto
the full amount of attorney’'s fees incurred in connection with
t he court proceeding.!!

We disagree with petitioner that he is entitled to enhanced
attorney’s fees. Petitioner has not established that the issue
inthis case is of sufficient difficulty to qualify as a speci al
factor under section 7430(c)(1)(B)(iii). W award petitioner
reasonable litigation costs in the anount of $1,631. 32.

We have considered the remaining argunents of both parties
for results contrary to those expressed herein, and, to the
extent not discussed above, we find those argunents to be

irrelevant, nobot, or without nerit.

1A't hough petitioner established that M. Benda was
qualified to act as petitioner’s attorney in this proceeding,
petitioner submtted no evidence with respect to the availability
of qualified attorneys or the local availability of tax
experti se.



To reflect the foregoing,

An appropriate order and

decision will be entered.




